=2,

:‘; ORGANIZATIONAL

D RESEARCH
- . DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY ® UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

"

i ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES AND
j BEHAVIOR: THREE EMPIRICAL STUDILS
| AND A THECRETICAL REANALYSIS

Martin Fishbein, Icek Ajzen,
Eva S. Landy
University of Illinois

Lynn R. Anderson
Wayne State University

i | Technical Teport 70-9
Lﬁ,é—} October 20, 1970 DEC

e e et e g

NAL TECHNICAL
NATIO
INFORMATION SERVICE

Springfield, Va. 2215




BEST
AVAILABLE COPY



ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH
DEPART.IENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES AND
BEHAVIOR: THREE EMPIRICAL STUDIES
AND A THECRETICAL REANALYSIS

Martin Fishbein, Icek Ajzen,
Eva S. Landy
University of Illinois

Lynn R. Anderson
Wayne State University

D DC~
0 o GUG A
Trechnical Teport 70-9 ¢ :

October 20, 1970 DEC 9 110
LoGlu
B

ARPA Order 454, Contract 177-473, N0O0014-67-A-0103-0013
Advanced Research Projects Agency
Department of the Navy

DISTRIBUTION OF THIS DOCUMENT IS UNLLAITED

boow cpproved
doaunon*h“'md la: 18




ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES AND BEMAVIOR: THREE EMPIRICAL STUDIES
AND A THEORETICAL PEANALYSIS

Martin Fishbein, Icek Ajzen, Eva S. Landy
University of Illinois
and
Lynn R. Anderson
Wayne State University

ABSTRACT

Three experiments attempting to predict overt behavior from attitudinal
variables are described. In the first two experiments an attempt was made . -
to predict an individual's communicative and compliance behaviors toward his
group members from knowledge of (a) his attitudes toward (i.e., affect for)
the group members; (b) his beliefs about their expertness on the group task:
and (c) his general behavioral intentions toward them (i.e, intentions to
subordinate oneself, intentions to show social acceptance). No consistent,
and very few significant relations between these attitudinal variables and
behaviors were cbtained. Further, three often proposed explanations for
this lack of relationship (i.e., the attitude measure is incomplete; the
attitude measure is inappropriate; the attitude-behavior relationship is
moderated by reinforcement) were also not supported. Thus, the conclusion
was reached that traditional attitudinal approaches are ineffective in
predicting overt behavior. In the third study, an alternative approach,
based on a newly-developed theory ot behavioral intention and behavior was
attempted. Coneistent with the theory, an individual's specific intentions
to communicate or comply with the other group members were predicted with
high accuracy from (a) the individual's attitudes toward performing these
behaviors (i.e., communicating and complying) and (b) his beliefs about
the norms governing these behaviors, weighted by his motivation to comply
with the norms. Overt behaviors on the task were significantly related to
the specific intentions, and thus, the theory led to the significant pre-
diction of overt behaviors. The degree of predictability was determined
by the strength of the relationship between intentions and behavior, and
this latter relationship was itself showm to be continpent upon the occur-
rence of events that took place between the measurement of intentions end
the observation of behavior.
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ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES AND BEHAVIOR: THREE EMPIRICAL STUDIES

AND A THEORETICAL REANALYSIS1

Martin F‘ishbein,2 Icek Ajzen, Eva Landy
University of Illinois

and

Lynn R. Anderson
Wayne State University

Introduction

Much research on attitudes seems to be based on the implicit assumption
that increased knowledge in this area will lead to better understanding and
prediction of{behavior. Unfortunately, relatively little has been done to
verify the postulated relation between attitude and behavior.

Inde;d, as Festinger, (1964), McGuire (1969), and Wicker (1970) have
concluded, research direcfed at this question (e.g., LaPiere, 1934; Saenger &
Gilbert, 1950; Kutner, Wilkins & Yarrow, 1952; DeFleur & Westie, 1958; Lynn,
1965; etc.) indicates that attitude has a rather low relationship to actual
behavior toward the object of the attitude. Further, Fishbein (1967a) has
pointed out that '"what little evidence there is to support any relationship
between attitude and behavior comes from studies showing that a person tends to
bring his attitude into line with his behavior, rather than from studies
demonstrating that behavior is a function of attitude (e.g., Cohen, 1960;
Gerard, 1965)." At least three explanations have been offered for this
apparent lack of relationship between attitude and behavior.

First, it has been argqued that the inability to predict behavior frequently
stems from the failure to take into account all of the components of attitude.
This explanation has been offered by the proponents of the multi-dimensional
theory of attitude (e.g., Rosenberg, et al., 1960; Triandis, 1964) which views

attitude as a complex concept containing affective, cognitive, and conative



2
compecnents. By contrast, most uni-dimensional approaches define attitude as
affect alone and consider cognition (or beliefs) and conation (or behavioral
intentions) as separate but related concepts. Specifically, beliefs and behav-
ioral intentions are viewed as the determinants or the consequents of attitude
(Fishbein, 1964). Indeed, there is considerable evidence showing that the
three attitude components are highly intercorrelated. The research of
Rosenberg (1956, 1965), Zajonc (1954), Fishbein (1963, 1965a, 1965b) and
others has demonstrated that an individual's attitude (or affect) toward any
object is highly correlated with his beliefs about the object (i.e., the
probability or improbability that the object is related to some cther object,
value, concept or goal) and the evaluative aspects of those beliefs (i.e.,
the evaluation of, or attitude toward, the related concept). Algebraically,

this may be expressed as follows:
!

A= B
i1 i1
where: A = attitude toward some object O;
Bi = belief about O, i.e., the probability or improbability that O

is related to some other object xi;

a, = the evaluative aspect of B,, i.e., the respondent's attitude

i i

toward xi;

N = number “of beliefs.
Similarly, the results of a series of investigations by Triandis and his co-
workers (Triandis & Davis, 1965; Fishbein, 1964, 1967a; Triandis et al., 1967)
indicate that there is also a substantial correlation between affect and the
behavioral compon,nt of attitude.

In spite of the theoretical differences between a multi-dimensional and a

uni-dimensional viewpoint, the separuzte measurement of affect, behavioral
intentions, and beliefs would be -lesirable according to both appronaches. In

the first case, all three measures would be considered as parts of the subject's



3
attitude and, therefore, necessary in an attempt to predict behavior. The
second approach, though regarding only affect as attitude, recognizes the
possibility that specific behavioral intentions, or beliefs, might be more
relevant to some particular behavior or to a certain set of conditions than
attitude.

A second explanation of the weak attitude-behavior relationship is that
attitude measures are not directed at the appropriate objects. This second
explanation was brought forth by LaPiere (1934) in an effort to account for
the lack of relationship between his paper-and-pencil measure of behavioral
intentions and overt behavior displayed toward an Oriental ccuple. He
attributed this lack of relationship to the fact that the behavior was directed
toward particular individuals, while the attitude was measured toward the class
of "Oriental couples" as a whole. Intuitively, this explanation seems
plausible. It seems that one would not be able to predict behavior toward a
specific Jew (for example) on the basis of a subject's attitude toward the
stimulus "Jew'" since the specific person certainly differs in many respects
from the subject's stereotype of a Jew (Kretch, et al., 1962; Fishbein, 1963).
Indeed, in order to achieve accurate prediction of behavior, it would at
least seem necessary that the attitudinal and behavioral measures b2 directed
at the same object.

Finally, it hac been proposed that there is no one-to-one relationship
betveen altitude and behavior and that attitudes may, therefore, be unrelated
to any specific behavior (Thurstone, 1931; Dcob, 1947). Accord.ng to Doob,
attitude is defined as a learned predisposition to respond. Just as a postive
or negative attitude is conditioned to certain stimulus events, so are overt
responges conditioned to the attitude. 1In other words, a person first learns
an implicit mediating reaction to a given object, person, or situation, called

attitude. He then acquires certain responses to the mediating reaction. Two
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persons who hold the same attitude may learn to behave differently toward the
object of the attitude, depending upon the reinforcements they receive.

The present paper is a report of three experimental studies designed to
test the validity of these explanations. In all three studies, an attempt is
made to predict actual behavior from pencil-and-paper measures of beliefs,
attitudes, and behavioral intentions, In all cases, the paper~-and-pencil
measures and the behavior are related to the same specific person. In addition,
the studies attempt to investigate the influence of social reinforcement on the
attitude-behavior relationship. As the results will show, the present series of
studies again indicate that traditional attitudinal measures are not predictive
of overt behavior. The first two studies, using a traditional approach,
produced few significant relations between attitude and behavior. In contrast,
the results of the third experiment will show that a newly developed theory can

provide a more accurate basis for behavioral prediction.
The Group-~Task Situation

In all three experiments, three-person groups worked on a task that had a
joint goal requiring mutual cooperation and communication among the members.
The group task involved getting a board (in the shape of an equilateral triangle)
parallel to a horizontal surface. This apparatus is similar to the triangle
board previously uscd by Raven and Eachus (1963) and Raven and Shaw (1970). At
each corner, a scissor jack attaches the triangle board to a horizontal surface,
such that each group member can raise or lower his corner of the board by
turning a handle to the right of to the left. Fifty-eight turns are neces.ary
to bring the corner from its lowest to its highest position. In addition, a
carpenter's spirit level is mounted on top of the triangle board at each of

the corners. Depending upon the positioning of this spirit level, -each member
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can obtain some information about the position of the board vis a vis a hori-
zontal surface. For example, if the spirit levels are set perpendicular to the
individuals' line of sight and parallel to the opposite side of the triangle
(see Figure 1) the individual can tell whether each of the other corners are
high or low. It should be noted that a person's own spirit level will not be
affected by his lowering or raising his corner of the triangle, since the
spirit level is being raised or lowered in its own plane. However, raising
or lowering his corner does affect the spirit levels mounted on the other two
corners.

In this situation, then, it should be clear that each group member is
equally dependent upon his two partners for "balancing" his own corner. That
is, a person's ovwn behavior does not affect his spirit level and he can only
get his air-bubble centered by asking one or both of his partners to raise or
lower their corners of the triangle. Further, an individual accomplishes the
same result (i.e., the air bubble will move in the same direction) whether he
asks one partner to raise or the other partner to lower his (i.e., the partner's)
corner. Thus, at least in terms of reaching his goal (i.e., centering his air
bubble) it should make no difference to him which of his two partners he
communicates with.

Each experimental session consists of a series of trials, with each trial
consisting of the following:

(1) Each group member may send one (and only one) message to one (and only
one) of the other people in which he may request him to raise, lower, or hold
constant his corner of the board.

(2) After receiving the message (or messages), each person may either raise

(make one full turn of his handle to the right), lower (make one full turn of
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Figure 1

The Triangle Board Task - Bidependent Condition

Spirit level
provides info. Correct messages to

Corner Position about corners 1 2 3
1 High 2,3 --- Lower Raise
2 Middle 1,3 Lower ---  Raise
3 Low 1,2 LSwef Raise ~--



his handle to the left), or hold constant his corner of the board. On any
trial, a person may thus receive either 0, 1, or 2 messages.

Of particular interest are those trials in which he receives two messages,
each of which requests him to perform a different behavior (i.e., one message
asks him to raise his corner and the other asks him to lower his corner). Such
a situation is quite likely to occur for the individual whose corner of the
board is midway between the other two corners. Figure 1 presents an illus-
tration of a triangle-board situation and indicates the appropriate or "correct'
messages that each person should send to iis two partners. It can be seen that
the person at position 2 is quite likely to get conflicting messages from his
two coworkers. It should be recalled that in this situation, he has no infore
mation about the relative position of his own corner and thus he has no
objective basis for determining which of the messages are "correct" or which
(if either) of the two he should comply with. Presumably then, his final
decision here, like his decision with whom to communicate, should be some
function of his attitudes (and/or beliefs and/or behavioral intentions)
toward his two coworkers.

Other variables in the situation may be manipulated (e.g., different
interdependence situations can be created, the nature of intra-group cooperation
or competition can be varied); these variables will be considered in reference

to the particular experiments. Thus, let us now turn to the firrst experiment.
EXPERIMENT 1

The first study on the triangle board was designed to explore the relation-
ship between attitude and behavior and to test the validity of the various

explanations offered for the lack of relation that has been obtained in previous
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studies. More specifically, we wished to investigate the degree to which an
individual's attitudes toward his two coworkers was predictive of his comm'nica-
tive and compliance behaviors with respect to them. In order to insure that the
individual would have differential attitudes toward his coworkers, two of the:
three group members were actually confederates of the experimenter. As will be
seen below, the use of confederates not only enables the establishment of
differential attitudes, but it also allows for the control of "social
reinforcement" given the subject by his partners.

Attempts were made to take into account the three explanations offered
for the lack of an attitude-behavior relationship, namely:

1. The measure of attitude is incomplete;

2. The measure of attitude is inappropriate; and

3. The attitude-behavior relationship is moderated by the nature of the

reinforcement an individual receives upon performing a given behavior.

Following the first explanation, separate mesasures of the subject's
beliefs (cognition) about and behavioral intentions (conation) towerd each of
his coworkers were obtained in addition to the mose traditional measurea of
attitudes (affect) toward s.ch coworker. Indeed, in order to maximisze the
possible contribution to behavioral prediction by these three mesasures, an
attempt was made to create s situation where liking one's partner (affect)
would not necessarily be related to beliefs concerning the pertner's
expertness (cognition) or to behavioral intenticns (conation) toward that
parctner.

In sccordance with the second explaration, tim above measures were taken
with respect to the specific individuals the subject would be working with
(1.e., her two partners--the confederctes), rather than towerd a cless of

persons (e.g., “an undergraduate, fesale psychology student”).



Finally, in order to incorporate the third explanation, two conditions
were introduced:

1. A Peedback condition--where each subject could tell whether her part-

ners (i.e., the confederates) had complied with her instructions; and

2. A lio-Feedback condition--where the subject was unable to accurately

determine whether her partners had complied with her instructions.

If Doob's learning theory analysis is valid, one would expect that the
number of messages a subject sends to a given confederate (or coworker) will
be related to the number of times the confederate reinforces the subject by
complying with her instructions. That is, irrespective of a subject's
attitude toward a confederste, the more the confederate compliss with the
subject's instructions, the more the subject would communicate to the
confederate. Similarly, the less the confederste complies with the subject’'s
instructions (i.e., the more the confederate negatively reinforces the subject)
the less the subject should communicate to the confederste. 7Thus, in o
situation in which s confederste is not complying, and the subject knows that
the confederste is not complying, we would expect to f£ind little relstionship
batween attitude and behavior. However, if the subject has no basis for
judging the confederate's compliance behavioc, we would expect to find s
ctrong attitude-behavior relationship. Thus, it can be hypothesized that,
wvhile behaviors will be related to attitude in the No-Peedback condition,
these same behaviors will be o function of socisl reinforcement in the
Peedback condition.

To summarise briefly, the purpose of the first study was threefold:

1. To investigate the relationships between the three attitudinal compon-
ents (i.e., beliefs, sttitudes, and behavioral intentions) and to test the
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hypothesis that better prediction of behavior will be cbtained from a consid-
eration of all three variables then from a considerstion of attitude (affect)
alone;

2. To investigate the relationship between attitude and behavior when
“appropriate” (i.e., person-specific) measures of attitude are cbtained; and

3. To test the hypothesis that the attitude-beshavior relationship is
moderated by social reinfoccement,

In eddition, the effects of the group-task situation on attitudes were
investigated. 7Two questions were of relevance here: 1) De the confederstes’
behaviors on the task influence the subject’'s post-task retings of them?

2) Does the subject s e behavier on the task influence her subsequant ratings
of the confederstes?

Regarding the latter, seversl investigatocs (e.g., Gerard, 1963; bretm &
Cohen, 1962; Pestingec, 1957) have suggested thst ence a persen commits himself
by beshaving toward another person in a specific msnner, he engeges in “cognitive
bolstering™ of the behavior by changing his evaluatien of the other persen and
thus reducing the dissonance provoked by the beshaviorel committment. In the
present study, the subject has the option of committing hecself to one of the
confederates by coopersting with har en the task. It is therefore feesidle to
lock for evidence of cognitive bolstering in the subject's post-task retings
of the confederates.

Appegetus
In this study, as in the others, the basic apparstus was the previeusly

descridbed triangle-board, constructed in such & manner thet o wesden partition
prevented the participents frem sesing ene anothar ec the other mssbars' epirit
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levels. At the start of the experiment, the board was placed in a standard
position with one cormer high, one low, and one in the middle. The naive
subject, called member "C", was always pleced at corner 2 in the middle
position. Member "A" was always at corner 3, the low position, and member
*"B* was alwveys at cormer 1, the high position. Thus, in order to balance
her own spirit level, the naive subject should always request member "A"
to raise her “ormer (turn right) and/or member "B" to lower her corner

(turm left).

Subjects

Sixty undergreduate females participated in the experiment as part of
their cequirements for the introductory psychology course. Each subject
was assigned to work with two other undergraduate females who were actually
confederstes of the experimenter.

Confedegates
Pour upper-division (i.e., Junior or Senior) femeles were paid to serve

as confederates in the experiment. 7Two of the four took part in each
experimental session. While they both pretended to be introductory psychae-
logy students, one pretended to be an "Expert” ard one a "Non-Expert" on
the experimental task., CEasch confederate was asaigned to each role in half

of hur sessions.’

2roceduge

Bole-playing sanipulstion. The subjects reported to the experimenter's
office vhare one confederate wvas waiting. The naive subject was introduced

to the confedecrate and told that s third subject also wes scheduled for the
experinant and, hopefully, would be along at any minute. While the axjeri-
asnter busied himself at his desk, the confederats began dis-ussing with the
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naive subject their backgrounds and interests in psychology and psycho-
logical experiments. This confederate was trained to take the role of an
Expert in that she expressed a strong interest in psychology and indicated
she was a psychology major who had participated in a great many psycho-
logical experiments. She further indicated that she always had found these
experiments extremely simple and always had done extremely well in them.

In addition to establishing herself as somewhat of an expert or authority,
this confederate was also trained to be aloof, unfriendly, and rather
perturbed with the second confederate who, as instructed, was now some
minutes late for the experiment. When the secord confederate did arrive,

she was introduced to the two other members and was immediately reprimanded
by the Expert confederate for delaying the experiment and wasting their timc.

Ir contrast to the Expert confederate, the second confederate was
instructed to identify herself as a novice or Non-Expert regarding
psychology &nd psychological experimeats. She mentioned to the other members
that she was not a psychology major, had never participated in any type of
psychological experiment, and was quite certain that some type of esoteric
probing of her personality would be made in the present experiment. While
expressing this trepidotion over the experiment, she was, at the same time,
extremely friendly and cordial to the other members.

After the initial discussion among the subjects, the experimenter took
the group to another room where the triangle board was located. The experi-
ment was presented as a study of group cooperation and communication, and
as the e:xperimenter began to explain the actual operation of the triangle
board, the Expert confederate mentioned that she was quite familiar with
this apparatus from previous psychological e:periments and from her reading

of the psychological literature. On the other hand, the Non-Expert confederate
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expressed total bewilderment with the operation of the board. She would
often interrupt the experimenter's instructions with repetitive questions
which were immediately answered in a somewhat hostile and impatient manner
by the Expert confederate. After giving the complete instructions, the
experimenter indicated that he had "accidentally" left some questionnaires
in his office which he would like the subjects to complete before they began
working on the triangle board. The subjects were told that they could
"try out" or experiment with the board and perhaps answer each other's
questions while he returned to his office foz_' the questionnaires.

The subjects were left alone for several minutes, during which time the
role playing continued in an attempt to establish more strongly the Euxpert
and Non-Expert roles of the confederates. The Non-Expert continued to
reveal a general confusion and a definite misunderstanding of the instructions
concerning the operation of the triangle board. She also expressed a some-
what pessimistic concern about the possibility that their group could
actually balance the board in the alotted number of trials. Although some-
what impatient with the Non-Expert's inability to understand the details
of the experiment and the operation of the board, the Expert confederate,
with a great deal of forebearance, tried to clarify the experimental
instructions. Furthermore, she demonstrated the mechanics of the board by
reising and lowering a corner of the board and pointing out the resulting
changes in the spirit levels. The Expert also indicated that she was cuite
certain their group could balance the board if the members would only
cooperate by following the instructicas which they would be sending to each
other by means of written messages.

To summarize briefly then, one confederate played the part of an arrogant

Expert--intelligent, showing understanding and confidence with regard to the



task at hand, but unpleasant and impatient in relation to the other
confederate. In contrast, the second confedarate played the role of a
friendly Non-Expert--she demonstrated a lack of understanding of the
triangle board as well as a lack of confidence regarding psychological
experiments in genersl, but behaved in & pleasant, non-agsosesive fashion.
These manipulations ware designed to creats a situation in which the
naive subject would have differential beliefs, attitudes, and behsviorsl
intentions toward the two confederstes. Essentially, on the basis of
earlier findings by Bales (1958), we were hoping te discriminate between
the confederate whom a subject would 1ike best and the ene she would most
prefer as a coworker.

Pre-test
When the experimsnter returned with the questionnaires, each mesber wves
given a bocklet, described as a "Pirst Inprvssions Test,” with the identifying

letter A, B, or C on the cover. The naive mbject was alweys handed the
booklet labsled Member C while letters A and B were alternsted between the
Expert and Non-Expert confederites from session to session. Since essantially
the same questicnnaire was used in all thres studles, it will be described
in some detail here., Basically, this quertionnaire consisted of three parts:

1) A ssesury of attitude towsgd sech confpderats (A). Cech subject was
asked to rate each of the two confederates on Pishbein & Raven's (1962) A
3cales--five empirically de%ernined, eight-step bipolar evaluative scales
of the Semantic Differential form {i.e., 'dse-foolish, bed-good, sick-
healthy, clean-dirty, and harmful-beneficial).

2) 5 messure of behavieral intentions toward sech confedecate (WD)
Subjects rated esch of the confederates or. 13 eight-place scales from
Triandis' (1964) Behaviorsl Differential. This instrument asks subjects to
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indicate the degree to which they "would" or 'would not" engage in various
behaviors with a given stimulus person. Pactor anclyses of these ratings
resulted ip a two-factor structure and the scales with high loadings on
these dimensions were used to compute measumes of intentions. More speci-
fically, the first factor was identified as "Social Acceptance," &nd was
defined by the following sceles: admire the ideas, ask the opinion, invite
to dinner, admire the character, and accept as an intimcte friend. The
second factor was labeled "Subordination" and was defined by the following:
be taught by, be cosmanded by, work for, and obey. Thus, two behavioral
intention scores (mz and mn) were obtained with respect to each
confederate, by susming ecross the above mentioned sets of scales.

3) A _measure of beliefs about the expertness of each confedarate (BE).
Coch subject reted eoch confederate on three eight-place items that were
designed to assess the degree to which the subject believed each confederate
urderstood (from “very well” to "not at all") the experimental instructions
and the operation of the triangle board. The following three items were
suspmed to provide the belief measure: “How well did she understand (1)
the instructions about the experiment, (2) how the triangle board works,
and (3) what the ‘spirit level' was indiceting.”

Ihe task

After the group masbers had completed the pre-test questionnaire, they
were seated at that cormer of the ttiangle board which corresponded to the
letter which had been written on the cover of their test booklet. thile the
serbers were completing the questiomnaire, the tricngle board was tilted
to the standard starting position. After the subjects (end confederates)
had been sected, the experimenter told them that he wes going to set each
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of the spirit levels in a different position and, in addition, was not
going to tell any of the members at what position he had set the levels of
her partners. As previously mentioned, the naive subject's level was always
set parallel to the op;osite side of the board in order to create the
desired equal dependence upon the two confederates. |

The subjects were told they would be given a series of 28 timed trials
to balance the board. No communication was allowed apart from passing
mimeographed notes on which the subjects circled the word "left," "right,"
or "hold." After passing their notes, the members were given 15 seconds
to study any notes they may have received and to decide in which direction
they were going to turn. The experimenter, who timed each trial, informed
the subjects when the 15 seconds had elapsed. After making her move, each
member wrote her message for the next trial. All 28 trials were timed in
a similar manner. The m; of the three participants were recorded on an
Esterline-Ancus Multiple Event Recorder, which was wired directly to the
handles of the triangle board.

The confederates' behavior. For ecch of the 28 trials, written
instructions concerning communicative and compliance responses were prepared
for the two confederates and were taped to the partitions in front of
corners A and B and out of view of member C. For each trial, each con-
federate was told what message to send (i.e., turn left, turn right, or
hold), meosmutou_\d.whatmtomakointhoucuuwheﬁ she
did or did not receive a message from the naive subject. The behavior
of the confederates was scheduled such that the naive subject received
the same number and types of communications from each confederate. More
specifically, each confederate sent 16 messages to the naive subject, nine
of which asked her to "turn right" and seven of which asked her to "turn left".
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On five trials the subject received no message from either confederate, on
12 tria;s she received one message, on three trials she received two
messages each requesting the same behavior, and on seven trials (every 4th
trial), she received two conflicting notes (one confederate requested her
to turn left and the other requested her to turn right). It is on these
latter conflict trials that the compliance behavior of the naive subject
is of most interest. Because the setting of her own spirit level provided
no information about the relative height of her own corner, the naive
subject's decision as to whose instruction she woulc comply with should
have been based mainly on her beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions
toward the confecerates themselves.

In addition, the pehavipr of the confederates was also scheduled so that
the naive subject was complied with (reinforced) by the confederates on 12
of the trials and not complied with on the remaining 16 trials. This
scheduling of the confederates' behavior means that all 60 subjects were
complied with an equal number of times on the 28 trials. However, each
.subject was differentially complied with (i.e., reinforced) by the Expert
and Non-Expert depending upon which confederate had received her message on
any given trial. On those trials where the confederate received no
communication from the naive subject, the schedule was such :hat half the
time she turned left and half the time she turned right.

In general then, it can be seen that an attempt was made to program the
confederates' behavior such that they behaved identically over the 28 trials.
In half of the groups, the Expert confederate was assigned to corner 1 and
in the other half she was assigned corner 3,

The Feedback manipulation. Because the compliance behavi>r of the

confederates can be seen as a form of social reinforcement, it was predicted
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that the pevception of the confederates' behavior would have a strong
interaction with attitudes in determining the subsequent cammunicative and
cumplicnce behaviors of the naive subject. Hence, an experimental feedback
ranipulation was instigoted in half of the groups. In the Feedback condition
cach of the three group members made her turn on the triangle board in
succession, with member A turning first, then member B, and finally our
naive subject, member C. By watching the changes on her own spirit level
as each of the confederates made their moves, the subjects in the Feedback
condition should have been able to determine if their notes had been com-
plied with. In the No-Feedback condition all three members turned their
hardles simuitaneously and, hence, the naive subject should have been less
able to determine if there had been compliance. Attitudes should have had
their greatest impact in this No-Feedback condition where the naive subject
could not accurately determine if the other members were indeed complying with
her instructions to them. On the other hand, social reinforcement (perception
cf the compliance behavior of the confederates) should have had a. more
pronounced effect in the Feedback condition.

Pnst-test questionnaire. After completing the 28 trials, the subjects

aga’n described each other on the Behav:l.ora].. Differential scales, the evalu-
ative A Sccles, and the three expertness items used in the pre-test question-
naire. In addition, the subject estimated (a) the number of messages she sent
to each c. federate and (b) the number of tiinu each of the confederates

complied with her.

Results and Discussion
The presentation of results is divided into four sections. Section A
considers the effectiveness of the role-playing and feedback manipulations.
In Section B, analyses of variance are reported that check the off.oct of the

experimental manipulatj.ons on communicative and compliance behaviors. Section
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C presentc the correlations between pre-test beliefs, attitudes, and
behavioral intentions toward the confederatec erd behavior with respect to
them. Finally, Section D deals with the effect of the group tack situstion
on post-test beliefs, attitudes, and behaviorsl intentions, and in &ddition
presents the correlationz between the subject's own tehavior on the task

and her post-test ratings of ti.» confederates.

A. A check on the experimental manipulations

The purpose of the role playing wes to establich differential beliefs,
attitudes, and behavioral intentions toward the two confederates. As
described above, sepirate measures were obtained of the naive subject's
attitudes toward each confederate (A), her beliefs sbout their expertness
(BE), and her intentions to socially accept (BDI) and to subordinate
herself (aon) to them. The intercorrelation of these eight mecsures
(four with regard to each confederate) ace presented in T:ble 1.

Table 1 has been set up as a multitrait-miltimethod matrix (Campbell &
Fiske, 1959) with the four attitudinal messures serving as ‘‘methodz" &nd
the two confederates serving as "traits.” The intercorrelations demon-
strate a high degree of convergent aid discriminent validity, indicating
that, among other things, the role-playing manipulation did serve to
establish two distinctly different types of coworkerc. That is, looking at
the pre-test section of the matrir only, it can be seen that ritings of the
Expert and Non-Expert confederates were relatively independent of one another.
Further, it can be seen that perhaps with the exception of intention to show
social acceptance (which was highly correlated with attitude and intention
to subordinate) none of the other measures of beliefs, attitudes ard
behavioral intentions were highly enough intercorrelated to justify; omitting
them when attempting to predict behavior.
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It will De recslled that an attempt was nide to create e situstion vhere
the subject would like one confederate rore than the other, but would per-
ceive Lhe less-liked confederate ac more of & Expert on the task., In
eddition, given tre two diren:zions of btehavioral inteations, the subject was
espectad to show higher intentions to socially sccept ard lower intentions
to subocdinate herself to the friendly, Kon-Lxpest than to the aloof Expert.
The mesn ratings of the two confederates on the {our messurement instruments
ere presented in Teble 2. Although the role-playing manipulation was highly
cuccessful in establishing one confederate es an Cxpert and the other as o
Hen-Cxpect, there were no gignificant diffecrences in the cudject's attitudes
or behaviorsl intentions toward the two confederates.

Thus, while the role-playing manipulation wvas not completely successful
in producing statistically significent differentinl attitudes ad behaviorecl
intentions towerd the two confederctes, it did creste a rituation where
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviorel intentions could all contribute
indepandently toward behavioral prediction.

In order to check the effectiveness of the feedback manipulation, an
analysis of varisnce of the ectusl ard perceived percent campliance of the
confederates in the two feedbeck coditions was pecrforred. The manipulation
wes designed to allow the subject to eccurately perceive the confederstes’
behaviors in the Feadback condition, Lut not in the lo-Peedlack cordition,
It wes also expected that in this latter condition subjects would tend to
overestinete the Cxpert's compliance behavior and underestimate the lion-
Expert's complisnce behavior. Only the main effect of “actual-vs-perceived*
was sigrificant. In all cases, the subjects overetstimated the complicrce
behavior of both confelerstes. Contrary to expectations, there vere no
significant differences between conditions or between confederates and the
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Table 2
Yean Fre-Tect fetinge of the Expesrt ard the

don-Lrpert Confederates o the Attitudinal feasures
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three-way interaction was slso not significent. Thus, it eppears that the
ranipulation of fesdbeck was not successful.

B. The effect of the experimental manioulztions on the subject's behavior
Virious analysss were performed to check whether the subjects behaved

differently toward the Expert than toward the Kon-Expert, and to determine
the effect > feedback on the subject's behavior. Ac mentioned before, the
behaviorel measures in this study were provided by the subject's compliance
and communicative behaviors. The number of times the subject complied with
each confederste (a) over all trisls end (b) on conflict trials only,
constituted two measures, and the number of messages she sent to each
confederate was o third.

It vas found that the initial tendency was both to write to the Expert
and to comply with her. Out of the 60 subjects, 38 (63.3%) wrote their first
sessage to the F pert end 22 (36.7%) to the Nen-Expert (Z « 1.99, p = .052).
With respect to compliance, 11 subjects (18.3%) "held" on the first
conflict trisl. Of the remaining 49, 36 (60%) complied with the Expert and
13 (21.7%) complied with the Non<Expert (Z « 3,29, p <.001),

Over all 20 trisls, an average of 13.53 meusages were sent to the Expert
and 14.47 to the lon-Expert (non-significant dif ‘erence). cimilarlv, over
the 28 trials, the Expert was complied with an average of 11.53 times while
the Nen-Expert was ceaplied with 10.87 times (not significant). When only
the 7 conflict trials were considered, & similar picture emerged--the
Expert was complied with 3.22 times and the Nen-Expert 2.60 times (non-
significant difference). Thus, although & subject's initial tendency was
to communicate and to comply with the Oxpert, over the whole 28 trials the
subject did not berave differentially toward the two confederates.
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In order to asse:cs the effect of the feedback manipulation on the
subject's behavior, five two-way analyses of varicnce were conducted where
(a) the two feedback conditions and (b) the E:pert's position (either
corner 1 or corner 2) served as main effects., The dependen® variables in
these analyses were:

1. MNumber of messages to the Expert confederate (since the subject
had to write one message on each trial, the number of messages
to the Mon-Expert equaled 28 minus the number of messages to the
Expert);

2. The number of times the subject complied with the Expert minus the
number of times she complied with the Non-Expert over all 28 trials
(compliance with the two confederates does not sum up to 28 for
every subject since (a) there were five trials on which the subject
received no message anc¢ (b) some subjects chose to "hold" on
certain trials);

3. The number of times the subject complied with the Expert minus
the number of times she complied with the Non-Expert on the 7
conflict trials;

4, The number of times the subject "held" (i.e., did not make a move); and

S. The number of "wrong' messages the subject sent (it was observed that
some subjects on one or more trials, sent incorrect instructions
to the confederates. For example, the subject asked a confederate
to ''turn right" when, on the basis of her spirit level, she should
have asked her to "turn left.")

Neither the main effects nor their interactions were significant in any

of the five analyses. While significant position effects were not expected,

we did erxpect significant feedback effects. The failure to confirm the
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prediction is consistent with the earlier finding that the feedback mani-
pulation was unsuccessful. Therefore, for the remainder of Experiment I,

the data from the two feedback conditions have been combi.ned.4

C. The correlational prediction of behavior from attitudes, beliefs, and

behaviorzl intentions

A traditional attitudinal approach would predict a significant relation-
ship between a given subject's beliefs about, sttitudes toward, and
behavioral intentions with respect to a given confederate and her behavior
toward that confederate. 1In order to test this liwypothesis, correlations
between the four pre-test ratings of the confederttes (A, BE, BDI cnd aon)
and behaviors toward them (i.e., number of messages sent, number of
compliances on all trials, and number of compliances on the conflict trials)
were computed. All 24 correlation coefficients (12 with respect to each
confederate) were non-significant.

Ajzen and Fishbein (1969), however, have pointed out that attitude
research often neglects the fact that an individual usually has a choice
between alternative acts. They demonstrated that predictions of choice
behavior improved when estimates of attitudes toward each of the available
alternatives were taken into consideration. In the present study, it is
quite conceivable that difference scores would improve prediction since
much of a subject's behavior toward the confederates is complementary. That
is, even if a subject has positive attitudes toward both confederates, she
can only write to one of them on each trial. Similarly, she can only comply
with one of the confederates on each conflict trial. Since the subject is
forced to make a choice between the two confederates, it seems likely that
it will be the differences in her beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral

intentions toward them, rather than the: absolute values of these variables,



23
that will influence her behavior. Thus, for the -mmairder of this paper,
only difference scotes will bte reported. Table ) presents the correlations
Letween differences in the subject's attitudinal ratings of the confederastes
(Expert<tion-Expert) and differences in her behavior towurd them.

Looking at Tible 3 it can be seen thst using difference scores did not
improve prediction (none of the 12 correlations was statistically significent).

Even though the separate measures of beliefs, attitudes, ard behavioral
intentions were not significantly related to behavior, it is possible thet
simultaneous consideration of all four measures would result in behaviorsl
prediction. Indeed, this is precisely the srgument offered by multi-
dimensionnl theorists. In order to test this notion, multiple correlations
were computed. Theze multiple correletions are 8lso given in Table 3. None
of the 3 multiple correletions reached statistical significancze. Thus,
the results indicate that in ‘he present study, neither attitudes, noc
beliefs. nor behavioral intentions were consistently related to behavior and
further that the simultanecus consideration of these variables did not
improve behavioral prediction.

While these findings ar> quite discoursging from an ettitudinal point
of view, they are not entirely unexpected from Doocd's behavior theory
explanation of the sttitude-behavior relationship. According to Dosb, an
attitude-behavior relationshiip will only obtein if the betavior following
from the attitude is positively reinforced. More specificclly, e subject
should send her mecsages to the confederate who reirforces this communi-
cative behavior by complying with her instructicn. Similarly, it is expected
that & subject is more likely to comply with the confederate who complies
with her. In order to test these notions, correlations between the subject's
own behavior and the actuzl and perceived percent of compliance by the

confederates were calculated. Once again difference scoces were used.



23.1

Tidle 3
Correlations Detween Pre-Test Attitudinal Messuresn

and Subject'c Behaviors - Difference Scoces

Erpeciment I
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Contrary to Doob's behavior theory explanation, there were no significant
relationships between the subject's behaviors and the actual or perceived
rercent of compliance by the confederates.

To summarize briefly then, the results of the correlational prediction
of Lehavior were quite negative. First, a subject's beliefs, attitudes, and
behavioral intentions toward the two confederates were unrelated to the
subject's behavior vis a vis the confederates. Further, in contrast to what
was expected from a behavior theory viewpoint, the subject's behavior was
rot related to the confederates®' actual compliance behavior or the subject's
rerception of that behavior.

D. The effect of the task on beliefs, attitudes, and belavioral intentions.
To determine whether the subject rated the two confederates differently
after the task than before, t-tests between the pre- and post-test ratings
of each confederate on each attitudinal variaoble (i.e., A, BE, HJI, and
aon) were computed. The results showed that a subject tcndod to perceive
the Expert as less of an expert after the task than she did initially
(‘58 e 2,540; p <.08), and that she increased her intentions to show
subordination to the Mon-Expert (ts8 s «2,135, p <.0S). None of the other
differences were significant.
In orcer to assess whether changes in the attitudinal ratings of the
confederates (i.e., A, BE, BD

I
behaviors on the task, correlations between the confederates' actual and

and !Dn) were related to the confederates'

parceived percent compliance and the pre to post-test changes in the sub-
ject's attitudinal ratings were computed.” Only the change in expertness
ratings of the lion-Expert was significantly related to ths Non-Expert's
compliance behavior (r = .276, p <.05 for actual and .342, p <.01 for

perceived compliance). That is, the higher the proportion of compliances
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by the Non-Expert, the more the subject tended to increase her expertress

ratings of this confederate.

On the basis of previous research by Gerard (1965) and others, it was
hypothesized that the subjects may engage in some form of "cognitive
bolstering." That is, the subjects may bring their beliefs, attitudes, and
behavioral intentions into line with their behaviors. In order to test this
notion, correlations between the subject's communicative and compliance
behaviors toward the two confederates during the task and the pre- to
post-test changes in her attitudinal ratings of the confederates were
computed. Only the change in the expertness rating of the Expert confederate
(which previously was found to be significant) was related to the subject's
own compliance behavior. The less the subject complied with the Expert,
the more she changed her expertness rating in an unfavorable direction
(r = ,254, p <.,05). Thus, there is only limited support for a cognitive
bolstering effect. '

Since some changes in the subject's ratings of the confederates during
the course of the experimental task were found, it might be interesting to
examine the degree to which the post-test attitudinal measures could be
used to pestdict the subject's behaviors. The correlations between the .
post-test ratings and the subject's preceding behaviors are given in
Table 4. It is obvious that, overall, there was little evidence to support
(a) an attitude-behavior relationship (none of the 12 correlations presented
reached statistical significance) and (b) the argument that the consideration
of cognition (belief) and conation (behavioral intention) in addition to
affect (attitude) would improve behavioral prediction. None of the
multiple correlations of these variables on the task behaviors were

statistically significant.
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Table 4

Correlations tetween Subject's Behavior and her Post-Test

Ratings of the Confederates - Difference Scores

Experiment I

Attitudinal « ho. of No. of Compliances No. of Compliances
Measures Messaces Sent All Trials Conflict Trials

,\ 003 011 -.01

BE .20 .15 .14

BDI -.04 o12 009

BDII ".04 015 003
Multiple R <236 202 <195

Yote = A = Attitude toward the confederates
BE = Belief:s about the confederates' expertness on the task
BO, and BDn = Dehavioral intentions, acceptance (I) and
subordination (II) factors.
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Cenclusion of Experiment I

In general, the results of this first study were not very encouraging.
If anything, the results indicated that ottitudinal variables were not
predictive of an individual's behaviors. Knowledge of an individual's beliefs
about, attitudes toward, and behavioral intentions with respect to a given
stimulus person did not provide enough information:toallow prediction of the
individual's behoviors with respect to that stimulus person.

There also appears to be little support for any of the proposed
explanations for the lack of an attitudesbehavior relationship. Overell,
the results were negative, despite the fact that (1) the attitudinal
measures were person-specific and (2) cognitions and conations were
assessed in addition to affect. Further, while the feedback manipulation
was unsuccessful, correlational analyses did not indicate a significant
relationship between behavior and actual or perceived reinforcement.

Although the attitudinal-type variables were not sigaificantly related
to the subject's behaviors, there was some evidence thut the subject's own
behavior as well as her perceptions of the confederates' behaviors did
influence her post-test attitudinal ratings of the confederates. That is,
to a certain extent at least, the changes in the subject's beliefs that
took place during the task were related to her perceptions ef the
confederates' compliance behaviors and to her own compliance behavior. More
specifically, the more a zubject perceived the No.-Expert as complying,
the more she rated her as an expert and the less a subject complied with
the Expert, the less she believed that this confederate was on expert.

While it may be tempting to conclude from the present study that none
of the various explanations given for the lack of an attitude-behavior

relationship a;: valid, there remains the possibility that the negative
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findings may be due to methodological difficulties. Three nroblems are of
particular isportarnce.

First, in trying to create a situation in which all three attitudinal
components (i.e., affect, cognition and conation) could independently con-
tribute to behavioral variance, we also created @ situation in which o
subject could have ambivalent feelings toward the two confederstes. That
is, we attempted to create & situation in which the subject would have &
positive ctttitude toward one confederete, but would also believe that she
(1.e., the confederate) was not an expert on the task. 1In contrast, the
other confederate was supposed to be disliked and an expert on the task.
While these manipulations were not completely successful, thsy did se.ve
to create a situation where beliefs about erpertness were relatively
independent of attitudes. Thus a subject's beliefs and attitudes could
have influenced her behaviors in different ways, and the failure to find
an attitude-behavior relationship might be due to this intra-additudinal
inconsistenc.

Second, and perhaps more important, our efforts to completely control
and counterbalonce the confederates' behaviors may have had undesirable side
effects. That is, the confederates' message-sending behavior was probably
parceived as "inconsistent," "irrational" and "erratic," since, as we can
now see in retrospect, it indeed was. More specifically, the message-
sending behavior of the confederates was not task-oriented, and in many
cases the messages they sent were "incorrect." Since the communicative
behavior of the confederates (znd especially that of the Expert) was pro-
bably inconsistent with the subject's expectations, it may have created
confusion among the subjects. Some evidence for this can be seen in the

finding that subjects believed the Expert confederate to be less of an
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expert after the taszk, and in the increase of the sudbiect's intention to

subordinate hecrself to the Non-Expert.

Finally, the lack of support for Doob's behavior theory explanation muy
be due to the failure of the feedback menipulation and the consequent lack
of ader:ate control of the social reinforcement variable.

It thus cppeared desiradble to partially replicate and extend the first
study, taking into consideration the asbove mentioned methodological
difficulties.

EXPERIMENT I

In Experiment II an attespt was maode to establish a non-ambiguous set
of positive beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions toward one con-
federate, and a negative set of beliefs, attitudec, ard bel.avioral intentions
toward the other. Further, rather than having the amount of reinforcement
being contingent upon the subject's communicative behavior, three reinforce-
ment conditions were established. The ratio of reinforcement given by each
confederate was predetermined and varied according to condition. Thus, the
percent of reinforcement given by the confederates was controlled and did
not depend on the sulject's communicative behavior. Finally, in contrast to
the first experiment, the confederates' message-sending behavior was con-

sistent and task oriented. That is, the confederates always sent '"correct"

messages.

Method and Procadure

Apparatus and Group Task

In all respects, the apparatus and the group task in this experiment
was identical to Experiment I. The only difference was that in the present

experiment corner 2, the naive subject's corner, was labeled ":\" rather
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than "C“, since it was desirable th:t she go first (rather than last) on
each trial. liowever, in terms of the set-up of the triangle board, the
naive subject was in the came (middle) position with one confederate's
corner being higher aid the other confederate's corner being lower than

her ow.

Subjects
One hundred and one female undergroduates, enrolled in the introductory

psychology course perticipated in the experiment. For reasons to be

descrited 29 of these subjects were omitted from the analyses, leaving a

total of 72 rubjects.

Confederates

Siy female seniors, participating in a social psycholoy; course, were
paid to serve as confederates in the experiment. Two of the six took part
in each experimental session. While they both pretended to be introductory
psychology students, one assumed the role of a Johnson supporter; the

6

other proclaimed to be in favor of Goldwater. Each confederate was

ascsigred half of the time to one role, half of the time to the other.

Procedure

The experiment was conducted during the last month of the 1964 presiden-
tial election. Wwhen the naive subject came to the experimental room, she
found the experimenter and one of the confederates. 'rh. two were introduced
and told that & third participant would be coning. The experimenter then
indicated that she had to bring some additional materials and left the room.
In her absence, the second confederate arrived wearing a big Goldwater
button. This provided an excuse for the first confederate to start a
political argument, identifying herself as a Johnson supporter. An exchange
followed, in which some of the "hot" issues of the campaign were brought up
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(nuclear war in Viet Nam, John Birch Society). If the naive subject failed
to join the discussion and to take sides, she ‘vas asked by one of the
confederates what her stand was.

Prom the moment the subject expressed her political opinion, there was
a further development in the role playing: the confeder;te on whose side
the subject had identified herself attempted to appear agreeable and
intelligent; the other confederate became aggressive, unpleasant, and
foolish. She became particularly aggressive with respect to the other
confederate, attacking her and her political views in an extremely violent
and nasty manner. (This was done to provide a justification for the lack
of cooperation between the confederates which was to follow. )7

When the experimenter returned to the room, she introduced the Goldwater
supporter to the other girls and, in the same manner as was done in Experiment
I, she proceeded to explain the traingle board and the experimert to the
participants.

During the explanation, the confederate of the same political opinion
as the subject tried to establish herself as an expert in regard to the
mechanism of the triangle board by following the procedure este“lished in
Experiment I. Similarly, the ~onfederate of the opposed political opinion
took the role of the Non-Expert.

To summarize briefly, one confederate played the part of a likeable
expert (positive confederate) while the other presented herself as an
unpleasant non-expert (negative confederate). These manipulations were
designed to create positive beliefs, attitudes, and behavicral intentions
with respect to one confederate and negative beliefs, atiitudes, and
behavioral intentions with respect to the other. At the conclusion of the

role-playing manipulation, the group members were asked to complete the
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“First Impressions Test" (i.e., the pre-test questionnaire).

2re-Test questionnaire

This questionnaire was identical to the one used in the previous study
with the two foliowing exceptions.

1) One belief item was added; i.e., with respect to each confederate,
each subject was asked to indicate, "How well did she understand
what should be done to balance the triangle board?", by checking
the eight-place semantic differential scale ranging from “very well"
to "not at all."

2) Only thre 11 BD scales that loaded highest on the first two
factors obtained in the previous study were used.

Subjects who did not rate the positive confederate higher than the
negative confederate on all three instruments (i.e., the A Scales, the BD
Scales, and the BE Scales) were eliminated from the experiment. On the
bacsis of this criterion, 18 subjects were eliminated. In addition, 7
subjects were eliminated because of suspicions about the naivete of the
confederates and 4 subjects had to be eliminated because of technical
difficulties. Thus, as mentioned above, a total of 72 subjects were used

in the analyses.

The task

Before the participants sat down in their places, the ox'rorimnter
asked them to turn away while she reset the board in the standard starting
position. As in Experiment I, the naive subject was always assigned to the
corner in the middle position. The positive and negative confederates were
alternated between the high and the low corners. Each gqroup member sent

ore aind only one message on each trial. After receiving the messages, the
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subjects had 15 seconds to.read the notes they had received and to decide
on their move; after which, one by one, each member would make her move
(one turn of her handle either right or left or no move at all) and
declare what she was doing. The members made their moves in succession,
with A starting; since the naive subject was always Member A, she was the

first to move on each trial.

The confederates’ behavior

Both confederates sent all their notes to the naive subject. Their
instructions were always in conflict; if the positive confederate was
asking the subject to go left, then the negative confederate kept asking
her to go right, and vice versa. (The conflicting messages were actually
compatible with the way the triangle board was set up; since the naive
subject's cormer was put in the middle, it was too low for one of the
confederates and too high for the other.) Therefore, on each trial, unless
the subject chose to hold, she had to decide whose instructions to follow
and whose to disobey.

Regarding the confederates’ compliance with the subject’s instructions,
three reinforcement conditions were established:

1) 75%: the positive confederate reinforced (i.e., complied) 75%,

and the negative confederate reinforced 25%;

2) 50%: both confederates reinforced 50%;

3) 25%t the positive confederate reinforced 25%, the negative 75%.

If the confederate was supposed to reinforce the subject 75% of the
time, her schedule instructed her to comply with the subject's messages
three times out of four; the 25% reinforcer would comply with one out of

every four messages that the subject sent her; and in the 50-50% condition,
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both confederatesz complied with two out of every four of the subject’'s

messages. The ordering of compliance within each group of four triasls was
rarcomly determined.

In all reinforcement conditions, the confederates were instructed to
vary their behavior (i.e., go half of the time left and half of the time

right) on all trials on which they did not receive a message.

Post-test questionnaire

This questionnaire includad all the items contained in the pre-test
questionnaire, plus items concerning the subject's perceptions of the
confederates' compliance behaviors, ¢s well as her perception ¢f her own

mescage-gsending behavior.

Results and Discussion

As in the previous study, the report of results is divided into four

sections.

A. A check on the experimental manipulation
The purpose of the role playing wes to establish a general positive

attitude toward one confederate and a general negative attitude towerd the
other. This was achieved in the case of the 72 subjects used in the
analyses, all of whom rated the positive confederate higher than the
negative confederate on the three attitudinal messures. The three measures
wores
1) The sum of the five A Scales which constituted a measure of
attitude (A).
2) The sum of the eleven sceles from the Behavioral Differential (BD)
which constituted the measure of behavioral mu\um.s
3) The sum of the four Delief Scales (BE) which constituted the

measure of beliefs.
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These three measures wecre obtained for each subject, with respect to

each of the confederates, hefore and after the task. The intercorrelations
of the measures are presented in Tadle 5. Regarding only the pre-test part
of the table, it can be seen that attitudes correlated better with behavioral
intentions than with beliefs; that both correlations were higher for the
nogative confederate than for the positive confederate; ard that behaviorsl
intentions correlsted with beliefs only for the negative confederate.

Table 5 also demonstrates that the intercorreletions betweosn the pre-test
scores were all higter for the negitive confederate than for the positive
confederate wiich seens to indicete that the negative confederate created

o corsistent “all bed” impression, while there was more “within subjects"
diversity with respect to the vario:s aspects of the positive confececcte's
image.

It should be noted that Table S has teen set up as o multitrait-
multirethod matrix (Canpbell & Ficke, 1959) with the A Scales, BO, end BE
Scales cerving as methods ard the rositive and negative confederste: a3
traite. With tre erception of beliefs alout the positive confederate on
the pre-test, the intercorrelations demonstrete a concidereble degree of
convergent validity. Purtinr, slthough there is considerable evidence of
discriminant validity es well, & lorge method biasc wac £3und on the A
Scales where a correlation of .61 between the ratings of the positive ond
negactive confederates wac obtained.

To check whether the variocus schedules of reinforcement had in fact
been established as plarned, and had been perceived as such by the
subjects, an analysis of varience of the actual and perceived percent of

corpliance by the confederates in the three reinforcement conditions was
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Tedle S
ite- ard Post-fest Intercorrelations of Subjects' Attitudes (A),
Behavior:l Intentions (BD), and Beliefs (BE) regarding

the Postive (I'C) ond llegative Confederate (NC)

Experiment II
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performed. The means can be seen in Table 6. Looking at the columns of
actual compliance, it can be concluded that different ratios of reinforcement
had in fact been established in the three conditions. Further, these
obtained ratios were quite similar to the planned ones (of 75%, 50% and
25%). In this respect, the experimental manipulation was quite successful.

Although there was a tendency to overestimate the compliance of both
confederates (the main effect of actual vs. perceived was significant at
the .01 level), the accuracy of estimating the positive confederate's
compliance differed very little firom that of estimzting the negative
confederate's compliance. But most impurtantly, the differential com-
plicance behaviors of the confederates within reinforcement conditions were
perceived by the subjects; the Confederate X Reinforcement interaction was
significant at less than the .0l level and thus, in this experiment, a
direct test of the reinforcement hypothesis is possible.

In sum, the experimental manipulations were successful in establishing
differential attitudes and reinforcement schedules. Furthermore, the
correlations between the three attitudinal-type measures were not found to
be so high as to justify omitting any of them when attempting to predict
behavior. In particular, the beliefs aoout expertness could be expected to

contribute independent variance to the prediction of behavior.

B. The effect of the experimental manipulations on the subject's behavior
Virious analyses were performed to check whether the subjects behaved

differently toward the positivae than toward the negative confederate and to
determine the effect of reinforcement on the subject's behavior.

As in Experiment I, the number of times the subject complied with each
confederate constituted one behavioral measure and the number of messages

she sent to each confederate was the other.
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Talle 6
Actual and Perceived Percent Reinforcement

by the Confederates

Experiment II

Positive Confederate legative Confederate

Condition ictual Perceived Actual Perceived
75% 75.0 67.9 22.1 46.3
S0% 52.9 66.7 46.3 55.4
25% 22.5 46.7 73.3 70.0

Note - Each percentage is based on N = 24 subjects.

75% refers to the condition in which PC obeyed 75% of the time
and liC obeyed 25% of the time;

50% refers to the condition in which both PC and iXC obeyed
50% of the timn;

25% refers to the condition where FC obeyed 25% of the time and
X obeved 75% of the time.

A3 2 2 x 2 Lindquist Tyje VI mixed analysis of variance was
conputed. Cnly the main effect of "Acutal vs. Perceived" was
significant (F1 =18.03, p <.01). The "Confederate x Reinforcement"
interaction wns'g?so significant (t-‘2 69-38.8«1, p <.01).

?
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It was found that the initial tendency was both to write to the positive
confederate and to comply with her. Out of the 72 subjects, 49 (68%) wrote
their first message to the positive and 23 (324) to the negative confederate
(2 = 3.33, p<.001). With respect to compliance, 12 subjects (16.7%) "held"
on the first trial (i.e., complied with neither confederate). Of the
remaining 60, 44 (61.1%) complied with the positive confederate, 16 (22.2%)
the negative confederate (2 = 4,09, p <.001). It is worth noting that
these results are almost identical to those obtained in Experiment I.

Over all twenty trials, an average of 10.25 messages were sent to the
positive confederate, 9.75 to the negative confederate (non-significant
difference). There was a bigger difference in compliance behavior--the
positive confederate was complied with on 10.51 trials, the negative on

7.39 (P - 9.81. p<001)0

1,69

In order to test the effect of the reinforcement manipulation on the

subject's behavior, four two-way analyses of variancd were conducted with
"reinforcement".-and “position" (i.e., whether the positive confederate was
assigned to corner 1 or 3) serving as the independent variables. Similar
to Experiment I, the four dependent variables were:

1) Number of messages to the positive confederste (since the subject
had to write one message on each trial, the number of messages to
the negative confederate equalled 20 minus the number of messcges
to the positive confederate);

2) Number of times the subject complied with the positive confederute
minus the number of times she complied with the negative confederate;

3) Number of timec the subject "held"; and

4) Number of "wrong'" mess,ges.

The analyses of variance revealed no significant main effects for the
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confederates' "position." The only significant effect of "reinforcement"

was on the number of wrong messages. The average numbers of wrong messages
sent were 1.08, 0.29, and 1.95 in the 75%, 50%, and 25% conditions,

respectively (l-‘2 = 8.51, p <.0l). There were no significant interaction
?

60
effects.

In contrast to expectations based on Doob's behavior theory analysis,
but consistent with the findings in Experiment I, there is no evidence that
subjects sent more messages to the positive confederate in the condition
v are the positive confederate reinforced her 75% of the time than in the
condition where the positive confederate reinforced her only 25% of the
time. Similarly, the subject did not show any more differential compliance
with the positive confederate when the positive confederate reinforced her
75% cf the time than she did in the condition where the positive confederate
reinforced her only 25% of the time.

The average number of messages sent to the positive confederate was
10.25, which was not significantly different from 10,00, the value to be
expected in case of an equal distribution of messages between the two
confederates. However, the average difference in compliance with the
rositive and negative confederate was 3.13, significantly different from
0, the e:pected value in case of equal compliance with both confederates
(z = 4,43, p<.001). Thus, in the present study, although a subject did
not send more messages to the positive than to the negative confederate she
did comply uith the positive more than with the negative confederate
irrespective of the amount of reinforcement she received from either of the
two confederates. Here then, at least with respect to compliance, it doe:c
appear that a subject's behavior was related to her attitudes. It is worth

nating that just as amount of reinforcem.nt had no significant effect on
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communicative or coupliance behaviors, it 3lso had rio effect on the number
of times the subject chose not to comply with either confederate (i.e., to
"hold").

Thus, in contrast to our expectotions, but consistent with the previous
findings, the reinforcement manipulation had little or no influence on the
subject's behavior. The subjects did not send significantly more messages
to the confederate who was reinforcing 75% nor did *hey comply more with
her. Also consistent with findings in Zxperiment I, the subjects initially
wrote to the positive confederate more and complied more with her. However,
in the present experiment the subjects continued to comply with the
positive more than with the negative confederate throughout the experiment,
although again they did not continue to send her more of their messages.
Thus, at least with respect to the subject's own compliance, attitudes did

appear to have some influence on her behavior.

C. The correlational prediction of behavior from attitudes, beliefs and
behavioral intentions

Table 7 presents the correlations between the differsnces in the pre-
test ratings of the positive and the negative confederate on the A Scales,
the BD and the BE Scales, and the differences in subjects®' communicative
and compliance behaviors toward the confederates over all reinforcement
cmdiuons.g In contrast to our expectations, but consistent with our
previous findings, the correlations were non-significant. It can again
be seen that the simultanecus consideration of all the attitudinal measures
did not produce a significant increment in behavioral prediction (i.e., the
multiple correlations were also non-significant).

Once again, however, it should be noted that, while these findings are

quite discouraging from an attitudinal point of view, they are not unexpected



9.1

Table 7
Correlations Between Pre-Test Attitudinal Measures

and Subject's Behaviors - Difference Scores

Experiment II

Subject's Behavior

Attitudinal No. of No., of
Measures Messages Sent Compliances

A -1l .13

BE «.05 .16

BD -.18 .06
Multiple R .181 »186

Note - All correlations are non-significant (N =« 72),

A = Attitude toward the confederates
BE « Beliefs about the confederates' expertness
BD = Behavioral intentions toward the confederates.
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from Doob's behavior theory explanation of the attitude-behavior relation-

ship which suggests that the subject's own behevior is related to the
compliance (i.e., reinforcement) by the confederates. As demonstrated above,
the results of the analyses of variance did not support this notion. However
in order to further investigate the reinforcement hypothesis, correlations
between the subject's own behavior and the actual znd perceived compliance
by the confederates were calculated. Consistent with the findings in
Experiment I, the subject’'s own compliance and message-sending behaviors
were found to be unrelated to the confederates' actual compliance behaviors
(r =« .016 and -.119, respectively) or the subjects' perceptions of these
behaviors (r = .199 and -.081, respectively).

Thus, not only was there again no evidence for any systematic relation-
chip between attitudinal and Lehavioral varisbles, but there also seems to
be little or no support for Doob's behavior theory explanation of this lack

of relationship.

D. The effects of the task on the subject's beliefs, attitudes, and

behavioral intentions

T-tests were computed to determine whether the subjects rated the two
confederates differently after the task than before. Separate analyses
were performed for the positive confederate and the negative confederate on
each of the tiwee attitudinal measures (A, BD, and BE). On all three
measures, the post-test raotings of the positive confederate were significantly
lower than the pre-test ratirgs (t.n = 6.96, 3.04, and 5.68 for A, BD, and
BE, respectively, p <.0l in all cases). For the negative confederate, the
post-test ratings were significantly higher than the pre-test ones on all
three measures (for A, t

® 2,21, p ¢.,05; £~ BD, t__ = 3,99, p <.01; and

n n

for BE, tn = 4,88, p <.01). Thus, subjects were significantly less
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favorable toward the pocitive confederate and significantly more favoralbe
tovard the regative confederate after the task than the; were before the
task,

In order to assess whether these changes were related to the confederates'
tehavior on the taznlk, correlations between the confederates' actual and
perceived compliai ce with the subject and the changes in the subject's
pre- to post-test beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions with respect
to each confederatc were cmputed.m Of these 12 correlations, 3 were
fourd to be significant. Specifically, chaiges in attitude toward the
rositive confederate were related to the actusl (r = .356, p¢ .01) and
rerceived (r - ,406, p <.01) percent of compliance by the positive
confederate v“ile changes in the expertness ratings of the negative
confederate were related to the subject's perceptions of the negative
confederate's compliance (r = ,346, p <.,01), This latter finding is
consistent with th. results of Experiment I.

Cognitive Lolstering was again investigated by correlating the subject's
own behaviors toward the confederates with the changes in her pre- to
rost-test teliefs, attitudes, and behavioral intentions with respect to
each confederate., Consistent with the findings of Experiment I, there
was only limited evidence for a cognitive bolstering effect. Once again
only changes in teliefs about the mnsitive confederate were significantly
related to the subject's own compliance behavior. The less the subject
complied with the positive confederate, the more she changed (in an
unfavorable direction) her beliefs about the expertness of the positive
confederate (r = ,335, p <01).

Thus, the evidence of Experiments 1 and II consistently indicated that

sore of the subject's attitudinal ratings were influenced by the behaviors
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of the confederstes as well as by her own behavior. Specifically, the
negative confederate's compliarce affected the subject’s beliefs about
that confederate's expertness while the subject's own compliance witia the
positive confederate influenced her beliefs about that confederate.

Once again, as a final analysis, we examined the degree to which these
changes in subject's ratings of the confederztes wure in the direction of
increased attitudinal-behavioral consistency. That is, we looked at the
postdiction of the subject's behavior from the post-test ratings of the
confederates. These correlations are presented ‘n Table 8, There it can
Le seen that the subject's post-test beliefs and attitudes were now
significantly related to her compliance behavior,u although there was no
relation between the three attitudinal variables and the subject's
communicative behavior. Consistent with previous findings, the simul-
taneous consideration of cognition, conation, and affect did not greatly
improve behavioral prediction although, ac can bx: seen in Table 8, the

multiple correlation with complience was significant.

Conclusion of Experiment II

In conclusion, this experiment, like the previous one is not very
encouraging from an attitudinal point of view. Although some evidence was
obtained which indicated that the estublishment of differential beliefs,
attitudes, and behaviorcl intentions did have some influence on lhehavior
(1.e., the subjects did obey the positive confederate significantly more
than the negative confederate), this influence seemed to be one of ''kind"
rather than degrev (i.e., although the subjects did comply with the positive
confederate more than with the negative confederate, their pre-test beliefs,

attitudes, and behavioral intentions toward the confederate were not



Table 8
Correlations Detwee: Post-Test Attitudinal

leasures and the Subject's Behaviors

Experiment II

Subject's Behavior

Attitudinal ¥No. of No. of
Measures Messages Sent Compliances
A '003 026.
BE "022 032..
BD -.19 .15
Multiple R 257 « 345
[
p <€.05
o0
p <.01
tiote - " = 72, - T,

A = Attitude toward the confederates
BE « Beliefs about the coafederates' expertness
BD = Behavioral intentions toward the confederates.

41.1
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correlated with their behaviors).

Generally speaking, then, the results of the first two experiments
indicute that knowledge of a person's attitudes toeard some object does not
allow one to predict the way the persor. will behave with rezpect to that
object. These findings are clearly problematic. In contrast to previous
studies that falled to obtain o significant attitude-tehavior relationship,
the present experiments cannot be criticized on the grounds that the;
failed to measure uttitudes toward appropriate objects (i.e., that they
messured sttitudec toward the clasc in which the attitude object is a memder
rather thaon towsrd the attitude object por _s_c_), or on the grounds that they
did not take beliefs and behaviorel intentions into account. Both
experiments provided strong cupport for the convergent and ¢iscriminant
validities of the measures of beliefs, attitudes and behaviorsl intentions.
Despite the relative independence of these variables, their simultaneouc
consideration did not improve behavioral prediction.

While there was no aviderce that the subjects Lehaved in accordance
with their beli .fs, attitudes, or behavioral intentions we did find some
indication that they tended to bring these attitudinal-type vericbles into
line with thelr experiences in the group-task situation. That is, the sud-
Jects changed their retings of the confederatec in a manner that refle:ted
their perceptions of the cospliance by the confederates and/or the subject'c
own compliance with the confederates. Thus, while beliefs, sttitudes, and
behavioral intentions had, at best, only a grosc effect on behavior, the
subject's own behavior and her perceptions of the confederates' behaviors
seemed to significantly and systematically influence her attitudinal
ratings.

Pinally, the third proposed explanation of the lack of attitudinal-
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tehavioral selationship (l.e¢., Doodb*s behavior theor; erplanation) was also
not zulotanciated, There waz little evidence to support the notion that
sub)ects letaved more favorally toward the person they perceived as more
reintorcing, and as was showt: in E:rerirent II, differential reinforcement
did not zigaificantly influence an individual's behaviors. Further, in
neitrer experirent did the evidence indicate that rcinforcement served to
mojerate the rttitude-tehavior relationship in any systematic fashion.

t¢ this point, tlen, we are left with the rather unhappy conclusion
*hat it may not Le possible to predict behavior from attitudinal variables,
or at least not trem the kinds of attitudinal variables that we have
traditionally rmasured, Indeed, psychologists have been investigating the
attitude-betiovior relationship for more than 75 veare with practically no
success. In general, this lack of success has been attributed to our
attitudinal measures (e.7., the- are not appropriate, they are not complete).
Yet at the same ‘ime, we have core to view behavior as a highly complex
phenomenon with rany determinante. For example, many investigators have
recojiized the imortance of situatiorai, normative, personality ard "other"
vyres of varialles as determinants of behavior. Yet most attitudinal
stulles, or treoretical treatments of attitude, have not dealt with trese
gactors explicitly., Indeed, these other voriables have usually been viewed
as sourcer of “error” variance, That is, most investigations of attitude
(like our ow fir:t twe experiments) have generally started out with the
wmsumption or hypothesis that some particulsar behavior of an individual with
respect to somn ohbject is a direct function of his attitude toward the
object and other fictors are viewed as noise in the system. Clearly, if
behvioral prediction ie to he possible, this larger constellation of

Setavioral determinants will have to be taken into eccount. The remainder
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of this monograph is concerned with the presentation 2i:d the tect of &
theorv that attempts to integrate these other determinants into a coherent

fromework.

A New Approach to the Attitude-Behavior Relationship

The theory to be presen‘ed can best be seen aos an extension of Dulany's
(1967) theory of propositional control to social behavior. Although
Duleny's theory has largel been developed within the context of studies of
verbal conditioning and concept attainment, it is essentially a theor; that
leads to the prediction of overt behavior. lMore specifically, Dulany has
been concerned with predicting the probability with which an individuel will
make a particuler verbal response or class of verbal responses. The centrol
equation of the theory can be expressed ag follows:

BIBI = [(RHA) (SV)] w_ + [(BH) (Mc)) w,

where: B = behavior;
BI = the subject's intention to make a particular response or
clazcs of responses;
RHd = a "hypothesis of the distribution of reinforcement," i.e.,
the subject's hypothesis that the occurrence of the porti-

cular response will lead to a certain event or clacc of
events;

RSv = the affective value of the reinforcement, i.e., the
subject's evaluations of those events;

BH = the subject's "behavioral hypothesis," i.e., his belief ac to
what h» is expected to do, or what he should do in the
situation;

Mc = the subject's "motivation to comply," i.e., how mich the
subject wants to do what he believes is expected of him; and
Y and wl = ompirical weights which may taoke any velue.
Tvo additional points about the theory chould be mentioned:
(1) According to the theory, behavioral intention is the immediate
antecedent of overt behavior. Unlike the general types of behavioral
intentions that we used in our first two studies end that mest attitude

researchers (e.g., Triandis, 1964; Triandis et al., 1967) have been
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concerned with (e.yg., intentions to marry, to show social distance, to
subordinaté, to accept as a friend), Dulany has introduced a more precise
and specific type of behavioral intention--namely, an individual's
intention to perform a given action in a given situation. That is, the
intention refers directly to the particular overt response one wishes to
predict. Because of this close correspondence between the measure of

the behavioral intention and the actual behavior, their correlation should
be almost perfect. Thus, if one can predict the specific behavioral
intention, one may, with only slightly attenuated accuracy, predict overt
behavior. It must be emphasized, however, that these near perfect
correlations between behavioral intentions and behavior are only obtained,
and are only expected, when one considers an individual's intention to
perform a specific act in a specific situation. The more abstract or
generalized the intention becomes, the lower will be its correlation'with
a specific behavior. Some adéitional factors influencing the behavioral
intention-behavior correlation will be discussed below.

(2) As can be seen above, the algebraic expfession of the theory takes
the form of a linear multiple regression equation. That is, [(RHD) (RSv)]
is viewed as one component influenéing behavioral intentions and [(BH) (Mc)]
is seen as a second component. The precise weights to be given these two
components as determinants of behavioral intentions within a given situation
must be determined by standard multiple regression procedures.

In a recent paper, Fishbein (1967) has extended this theory to social
behavior. More specifically, according to Fishbein, an individual's.
intention to perform a specific act,'with respect to a given stimulus

object, in a given situation, is a function of:
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(l1a). Bi--his beliefs about the consequerces of performing a
particular behavior (in a given situation), i.e., the
probability or improtebility that the performance of
behavior x will lead to some comsequences yi;

(1b). ai--the evaluative aspect of B

X i.e., the subject's evaluation
of vyi

(2a). NB--a normative belief, i.e., the subject's belief about what
Wothers" expect him to do or say he should do in this situation;

(2b). Mc--his motivation to comply with the norm, i.e., his desire,
or lack of desire, to do what "others" think he should do.

Thus, in Fishbein's adaptation of Dulany's theory, RHd (the hypothesis
of the distribution of a reinforcer) is conceptualized as being analogous
to an individual's beliefs about the consequences of performing a specific
behavior, and RSv (the affective value of the reinforcer) is conceptualized
as being equivalent to the evaluative aspects of those beliefs. It is
interesting to note that this conceptualization redefines the first com-
ponent of Dulany's theory [(RHd) (RSv)] as a measure of attitude. That is,
as was pointed out earlier (see p. 2) the work of Rosenberg (1956, 1965),
Zajonc (1954), Fishbein (1963, 1965b, 1967a, 1967b), and others has
provided strong evidence that an individual's attitude toward any object can -
be predicted from a knowledge of the individual‘'s beliefs about the
object and the evaluative aspects of those beliefs.

It must be emphasized, however, that the attitude under consideration
in the present theory is an attitude toward performing a given behavioral act,
and is not an attitude toward a given object, person, or situation. The
algebraic formula presented on page 2 leads to the hypothesis that an
individual's attitude toward any object is a function of the indiQidual's
beliefs about that object. In the present analysis, we are concerned with

an individual's beliefs about the performance of a given behavioral act,

and thus the attitude being assessed is the individual‘'s attitude toward
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the performance of that act. More specifically, from the point of view of
Dulany's theory, we should be assessing the individual's beliefs about what
will happen if he performs behavior X with respect to stimulus Y in
situation Z, and the evaluative aspects of those beliefs, i.e., we should
be assessing the individual's attitude toward the performance of a given ‘
act, with respect to a given stimulus object, in a given situation.
Although these beliefs may vary considerably as a function of the stimulus
object (e.g., the person) toward which the act is directed and the
situation in which the act is to occur (e.g., in public or in private), these
beliefs are still belliefs about the performance of the act, and not

beliefs about the stimulus object or the situation.

Turning to the second component of Dulany's theory [(BH) (Mc)], it
can be seen that BH (the behavioral hypothesis) has been conceptualized as
a normative belief, i.e., a belief about what others expect or say should
be done in the situation. Of course, the potential reference groups or
individuals whose expectations are perceived to be relevant will vary with
the behavioral situation. Thus, while in some instances the expectations
of a person's friends or family may be most relevant, in others it may be
the expectations of his supervisors or even the socisty at large which are
most influential.

The final element in the equation (Mc--an individual's motivation to
comply) is self-explanatory. Here we are concerned with the degree to which
the individual "wants" to comply with the norm. Clearly, if two or more
norms are considered (i.e., if the expectation of more than one "other is
considered), it will be necessary to measure the individual's motivation to
comply with each of them.

Returning to the central hypothesis, it can be seen that in its adapted
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form, the theory essentially leads to the prediction that an individual's
intention to perform any behavior (and his actual performance of the
behavior) is a function of (1) his attitude toward performing the behavior
(A-act), and (2) the norms governing the behavior in that situation (NB)
weighted by hiéumoﬁivation to comply with those norms (Mc). Algebraically,
this can be ekpreséed as fullows: |

B 3 BL = [A-uct] w, + [(NB) (Mc)]) v,

Thus the present approach suggests a radical change in investigating
and understanding the attitude-behavior relationship. Instead of assuming
some underlying relationship between an irdividual's attitude toward a
given object and his behavior with respect to the object, the proposed
theory recaognizes the importance of situational variables, norms, and
motivation, as factors influencing behavior. Rather than viewing attitude
toward a stimulus object as a major determinant of behavior with respect to
that object, the theory identifies three kinds of variables that function
as the basic determinants of behavioral intentions (and thus behavior):

(1) attitudes toward tie behavior; (2) normative beliefs; and (3) motivation
to comply with the norms.

Thus, it can be seen that, according to the theory, there are two major
factors influencing behavior: first, there is a personal or attitudinal
influence; and second, there is a social or normative influence. However,
it must again be emphasized that the attitudinal component is very different
from traditional considerations of attitude since we are here concerned
with an attitude toward performing a specific behavior in a given situation,
rather than with an attitude toward a person, object, value, or institution.

The relative weights put on these two components are empirically

determined. That is, we expect that the relative importance of the two
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components will systematically vary across types of behavior and across
different individuals. More specifically, it seems quite reasonable to
assume that certain types of behavior will be more under the influence of
attitudinal considarations than normative ones, while the opposite should be
true of other types of behaviors. Similarly, we would expect some types of
people to be more under the influence of normative considerations than others.

Although the theory suggests that other variables can also influence
behavior, it indicates that these "external" variables operate indirectly,
i.e., by influencing either of the two components or their relative weights.
Thus, situational variables, personality characteristics or traditional
attitudinal variables should influence behavioral intentions, and hence
behavior if, and only if, they affect either A-act, tﬁe attitude toward the
particular act, NB (Mc), the normative beliefs concerning the act multiplied
by the motivation to comply, or the relative weights of these components.
However, even when some external variable is found to be correlated with
one of the two components, it would still be unrelated to behavior if that
component carried little or no weight in the determination of beliavioral
intentions and thus behavior per se.

With regard to the attitudinal measures toward a given person which
were of most importance in the present series of studies, it should be
fairly clear that there is no necessary relation between these measures and
any of the variables in the model. For example, while it is true that in
some situations the consequences of communicating to or complying with a
liked person may be very different from the consequences of performing the
same behaviors vis a vis a disliked person, it is equally true that in other
situations these behaviors will lead to the same consequences irrespective.-of

who the stimulus person is. In the former case, some correlation between
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our traditional measure of attitude and behavior might be obtained, while
this is quite unlikely in the latter case. A similar argument can be made

for the second component. Clearly, there are some situations in which the
expectations for communicative and compliance behaviors would be very
different toward a liked person than toward a disliked one, yet in other
situations one i1s expected to behave the same way irrespective of his
affective feeling toward the person. Once again, some attitudinal-behavioral
relationship might be obtained in the former case, but it is quite unlikely
in the latter case.

Along these same lines, it can be seen that variations in the situation
may also influence one or more of the primary determinants of behavior.
Cleerly, an individual may have quite different beliefs about the con-
sequences of communicative or compliance behaviors if, for instance, the
interdependence of the subjects at the triangle board were to be varied.
Similarly, we would expect that the individual would have different
normative beliefs for these different situations. Here too, however, it must
be noted that i1f the the situational variables that are being considered
do not influence the individual's attitude toward the act, or his
normative bellefs, or his motivation to comply with these nerms, then,
according to the theory, they will not influence his behavior. Indeed,
one of the advantages of the theory is that it provides an explanation for
a large number of results that may intially appear inconsistent. That is,
from the point of view presented here, one wculd expect a considerable
amount of variation in the relationship between any variable external to
the model and behavior.

Clearly then, if this theory is valid, there seems to be little basis

for continuing the search for attitudinal-behavioral consistency, at least
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when traditional attitude scores are considered. Thus, let us now turn to

the question of the validity of the theory.

EXPERIMENT III

The purpose of our final experiment was to test the above theory in
a situation in which a traditional attitude approach had twice failed.
Using this theory. an attempt was made to predict communicative and com-
pliance behaviors on the'triangle-board task under two different environm
mental conditions. Before considering the reéults, however, it is desirable
to review the method and procedures of the final experiment since there

are some important differences between this experiment and the previous ones.

Method and Procedure

One major difference in this final experiment was that confederates
were not used, Since the previous manipulations of beliefs, attitudes, and
general behavioral intentions showed relatively little systematic influence
on behavior, and since the training and use of confederates is time-
consuming and costly, three naive subjects were used in each group. In
addition, we still had a somewhat nagging feeling about the possible
artificiality of the situation that might have been produced by the con~
federates' programmed compliance behaviors. Thus, in this experiment, the
behaviors of all three members was "task-oriented" and "meaningful."

A second difference is that the subjects in the present experiment
were males, while female subjects were used in the two previous studies.
However, a series of pilot studies indicated that there were no significant
differences between the behaviors of males and females on this task.

Finally, a new task structure was introduced. It will be recalled

that, according to the theory, any such situational variable external to the
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model will influence behavior only if it affects one or both of the model's
predictors. (i.e., A-act or NB X Mc). We felt that by manipulating the
interdependence of the group members, we could vary the subject's beliefs
about the consequences of communicating and complying with the other

group members without influencing their beliefs about the expertness of the
other members or théir attitudes toward them.

Specifically, in thé first two studies, the spirit levels on the
triangle board were set up in such a way that each subject had no information
about the relative position of his own corner, but he did have informatinn
about the relative positions of the corners of the other two group members.,
In terms of accomplishing the group task then, the subject was equally
dependent upon the other two members for information about his own
corner, and he could accomplish the group goal equally well by communicating
with either group member. Thus, other things being equal, he should believe
that the consequences of communicating or complying with either group member
are essentially the same. Following Raven and Shaw (1970) this task
structure will be referred to as the "bidependent condition."

By fixing the position of the spirit level such that it is parallel to
the left side of the board near the subject, the whole situation is
radically changed. Looking at Figure 2, it can be seen that the subject
now has information about his own corner (e.g., corner 1) and corner 2,
but he has no information about the relative position of corner 3. It
therefore makes little sense for him to communicate :to correr 3. However,
since the person at corner 2 knows nothing about the subjecl's corner
while the person at corner 3 does, the subject should believe that complying

with the latter will lead to better consequences than complying with the
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Pigure 2

Triangle Board Task « Unidependent Condition

Spirit Level
provides info. Correct Messages to

Corner Position about corners 1l 2 3

2 '(Lower)

1 - High 1, 2 " ewew= Ralse eeee-
(Lower)
\ 2 Middle 22 oo eee=- Raise
(Raise)
/ 3 Low 3, 1 LoWer ecece cowes
1 -~

Note - The "instructions" in parentheses indicate the
_“formation provided about each position. by its
owi: spirit level.
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former. Thus, the subjects should have differential beliefs about the
consequences of communicating and complying with the two group members and
hence different attitudes toward these acts. Again following Raven and
Shaw (1970), this task structure will be referred to as the "unidependent
condition." It should be recalled that no such differences vis a vis the
two group members are expected in the bidependent condition.

In contrast, there is no reason to assume that the subject's attitudes
toward his two group members or his beliefs about their expertness will
differ between conditions. Thus, while the two conditions are expected to
produce marked differences in A-act, NB(Mc), and BI as well as actual
behavior on the task, we do not expect them to be related to our traditional
attitudinal measures. However, because of the differences between the present
experiment and the previous ones, it will be necessary to demonstrate that,
at least with respect to our traditional measures, the findings in this study
replicate our earlier ones.

Generally speaking, the procedure followed in this experiment was
similar to that used in the earlier studies. One hundred and forty-four
(144) male undergraduate students participated in 48 three-person groups.

As mentioned above, no attempt was made to manipulate the beliefs about
expertness or the attitudes each subject held toward the other two members

of his group. The subjects were randomly assigned to the three corners of
the board. Just as in the preceding experiments, one corner was at a high,
one corner was at a low, and one corner was at an intermediate position.

With regard to the positions of the spirit levels, the two conditions
described above were used (i.e., in the bidependent condition the levels were
set parallel to the opposite side of the triangle board while in the

unidependent conditionr. the levels were parallel to the left adjacent side of
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the triangle board). Twenty-four groups were assigned to each condition.

The groups in both conditions were given exactly the same instructions.
The operation of the triangle board, of the spirit levels, and the tatk were
explained; each group was given 10 test trials in order to get used to the
procedure and the group members had an opportunity to ask questions. The
subjects then completed the pre-test questionnaire.

In the meantime the hoard was reset to the standard starting position;
the subjects were then given 20 trials to balance the board. At the
conclusion of the 20 trials they were asked to complete the post-test
cuestionnaires. The subjects were told to complete the questionnaires as
carefully as possible but not to spend much time on any one question. The
instructions for the post-test questionnaires required the'subjects to imagine
that they had to do the experiment all over again. Having had more experi-
ence on the task, what would bé their present opinions.

The pre-test questionnaire. The questionnaire administered immediately
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